90 Ss were assessed for recall of syllables (learned 2 mo. previously) under 1 of 9 experimental conditions in a 3 X 3 factorial design. The 3 levels of the 1st independent variable were: hypnotic induction, eyes closed; no induction, eyes closed; and no induction, eyes open. The 3 levels of the 2nd independent variable were: recall without suggestions; recall with motivational suggestions; and recall with suggestions to regress to the time of original learning. Recall was not affected by the independent variables or their interaction. A comparable number of Ss in each of the 9 experimental groups testified postexperimentally that, during the experiment, they had imagined, felt, and believed they were back in the original learning situation.
EFFECTS ON RECALL OF HYPNOTIC INDUCTION, MOTIVATIONAL SUGGESTIONS, AND SUGGESTED REGRESSION:
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Medfield Foundation, Harding, Massachusetts 90 Ss were assessed for recall of syllables (learned 2 mo. previously) under 1 of 9 experimental conditions in a 3 X 3 factorial design. The 3 levels of the 1st independent variable were: hypnotic induction, eyes closed; no induction, eyes closed; and no induction, eyes open. The 3 levels of the 2nd independent variable were: recall without suggestions; recall with motivational suggestions; and recall with suggestions to regress to the time of original learning. Recall was not affected by the independent variables or their interaction. A comparable number of Ss in each of the 9 experimental groups testified postexperimentally that, during the experiment, they had imagined, felt, and believed they were back in the original learning situation.
A series of experiments has ostensibly demonstrated that recall of remote memories or of previously learned material can be facilitated by first administering a hypnotic induction procedure and then administering either (a) motivational suggestions for heightened recall or (b) suggestions to regress to the time of original learning. If these findings are valid, hypnotic procedures which include motivational suggestions or regression suggestions should prove useful in various situations, such as in psychotherapy, in producing heightened recall of important life-history material. However, the findings cannot as yet be accepted as defintive; all pertinent experiments conducted up to this time are open to one or more serious methodological objections. The present paper first specifies methodological problems relevant to research in this area and then presents an experiment that was designed to avoid inadequacies in method.
METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS
In this section are discussed, in consecutive order, methodological problems pertaining to assessment of the effects on recall of (a) motivational sug-J This research was supported by a grant (MH-07003) from the National Institute of Mental Health, United States Public Health Service. We are indebted to Frederick J. Ryan of Worcester Junior College for assistance in the conduct of the experiment.
gestions given under hypnotic conditions and of (6) hypnotic age-regression suggestions. Following this, consideration is given general problems in method pertaining to (c) control of experimenter bias and (d) control of bias in selection of subjects.
Motivational suggestions for heightened recall. Stalnaker and Riddle (1932) and Hammer (1954) found that suggestions of high motivation and increased ability given subsequent to a hypnotic induction were effective, as compared to a nonsuggestion waking condition, in facilitating recall of previously learned material. However, the possibility was not considered that subjects might have performed as proficiently under the waking condition as under the hypnotic condition if motivational suggestions for enhanced recall had been given under both conditions. Since the investigations confounded two independent variables, namely, (a) hypnotic induction (or the "hypnotic trance state") and (b) motivational suggestions intended to elicit a high level of performance, no conclusions are possible concerning the effects of hypnotic induction alone, or of motivational suggestions alone, or of the interaction of hypnotic induction with motivational suggestions. White, Fox, and Harris (1940) reported that suggestions for enhanced recall were more effective when given under hypnotic, rather than under waking conditions, in improving recall of poetic material, but not of nonsense syllables or of motion picture scenes. In a series of studies, Rosenthal (1944) found that motivational suggestions for improved recall of meaningful and nonsense material at times were more effective and at times were not more effective when given under hypnotic, rather than under waking conditions.
In the White et al. and Rosenthal studies the subjects were apparently tested for recall with their eyes open under the waking treatment and with their eyes closed under the hypnotic treatment.
Since recall may be more proficient when the eyes are dosed, the possibility was not excluded that the heightened recall that was at times obtained under the hypnotic treatment was due, not to hypnotic induction (or "hypnotic trance"), but to the removal of distractions which occurs when the eyes are closed (cf. Barber, 196Sa) .
It follows from the above considerations that further research is needed to assess the effects on recall of the following variables independently: hypnotic induction; motivational suggestions for heightened recall; and recall with eyes closed. In the present experiment the effects of these variables were evaluated separately and in all possible combinations.
Age-regression suggestions. Several studies (e.g., True, 1949) , reviewed in detail elsewhere (Barber, 1962b) , indicate that recall can be facilitated by administering a hypnotic induction and then suggesting to the subject that he regress to the time of original learning. However, each of these studies lacked an important control; in no instance were suggestions to regress given to awake subjects. Since the regression suggestions were always confounded with the hypnotic induction, no conclusions can be drawn concerning the effects on recall of hypnotic induction alone, or of regression suggestions alone, or of the interaction of hypnotic induction with regression suggestions. Clearly, further research is needed to assess the effects on recall of regression suggestions given both with and without a preceding hypnotic induction. The present experiment was designed to meet this need.
Control of experimenter bias. There is evidence to indicate that experimenters find it difficult to give identically worded suggestions to hypnotic and waking subjects in the same tone of voice, and that the biased tone of voice in which the suggestions are presented effects the subjects' responses (Barber & Calverley, 1964b; Troffer & Tart, 1964) . To control this factor in our experiment, the suggestions were administered in exactly the same way to hypnotic and waking subjects by means of a tape recording of the experimenter's voice (Barber & Calverley, 1964a) .
Control of bias in selection of subjects. In some of the investigations in this area, subjects allocated to the hypnotic treatment, but not to the waking control treatment, were preselected for "hypnotizability." This selection procedure is open to two serious objections, as follows:
1. To certify that subjects allocated to the hypnotic treatment met criteria for "hypnotizability," preliminary assessment or "training" sessions were conducted with them. Discrepancies in performance during the critical session may thus have been contingent, not upon the experimental group being in "hypnosis" and the control group being in the "awake state," but upon the experimental group having participated in the preliminary sessions and having acquired useful experience. For instance, in the preliminary sessions, the experimental group may have formed a friendly relationship with the experimenter and may have become familiar with the experimental setting. These, and possibly other factors carried over from the assessment or "training" sessions to the experiment proper, could have the general effect of making the experimental subjects more at ease or less anxious than the controls and of enhancing their motivation and capability to give a maximal performance on the tests for recall.
2. The explicit criterion for selection of the experimental group-that the subjects were "hypnotizable" -appears difficult to differentiate from the interrelated implicit criterion that the subjects were highly responsive to suggestions with or without "hypnotic induction." By thus confounding the experimental conditions with preexisting differences among subjects with respect to "hypnotizability" or "suggestibility," it could not be ascertained whether the experimental subjects were more responsive than the controls to suggestions for heightened recall because they received the suggestions when they were in "hypnotic trance," or because they were more responsive to suggestions with or without "hypnosis."
In other experiments in this area, selected "good" hypnotic subjects were used as "their own controls," that is, were tested under both the hypnotic and waking conditions. This procedure is open to the following criticism: there is evidence to indicate that some "good" hypnotic subjects surmise that the experimenter expects or wants better results under the hypnotic condition and, desiring to please the experimenter, purposely give their best possible performance under the hypnotic condition and purposely give an inferior performance under the waking condition (Barber, 1962a; Pattie, 1935; Schrenck-Notzing, 1896; Sutcliffe, 1960; Wolberg, 1948, p. 49) .
The above considerations suggest that further studies should allocate different subjects to the hypnotic and waking treatments and should avoid confounding the hypnotic treatment with such variables as prior "training" and preexisting high suggestibility. In accordance with these considerations, in the present experiment, unselected and untrained subjects from a homogeneous population were assigned at random to the treatments.
METHOD

Experimental Design
All subjects first learned a list of syllables. Two months later they were tested individually for recall of the syllables under one of nine experimental conditions. The nine experimental conditions constituted the cells of a 3 X 3 factorial as illustrated in Table 1 . The first independent variable (Experimental Treatments) was at three levels: hypnotic induction, eyes closed; no hypnotic induction, eyes closed; and no hypnotic induction, eyes open. The second independent variable (Conditions of Recall) was also at three levels: recall without suggestions; recall with motivational suggestions; and recall with regression suggestions.
Subjects
Subjects were 90 freshmen and sophomores (77 males and 13 females) at Worcester Junior College who were enrolled in the introductory psychology course taught by Frederick J. Ryan. The 90 students were randomly assigned to the nine experimental groups with 10 to each group.
Original Learning
When assembled in classes during the first week of October 1964, the students were given 12 syllables to learn. The syllables were introduced as follows:
The instructor in the class (F. J, Ryan) had been discussing the history of psychology and during this particular class session lectured on Ebbinghaus and the learning of nonsense material. At the conclusion of the lecture the students were told that, to better understand what was involved in memorizing nonsense syllables, they should try to learn a list themselves. A 22 X 8-inch white cardboard containing 12 syllables was then affixed on the front wall. The students were told they would have S minutes to learn the list. The list was removed after S minutes and the students were asked to write the syllables on a sheet of paper and to sign their name. After 3 minutes elapsed, the papers were collected. On the average, the students wrote 10 syllables of which 9 were the same as those on the original list. The 12 syllables were selected in accordance with the following considerations. It was desired that the material should be standardized, should consist of equal units for convenience of scoring, and should be of equal difficulty for all subjects. Standardized lists of nonsense syllables as compiled by Glaze (1928) best meet these criteria. However, since it was also desired that the material should be as meaningful as possible, the 12 syllables were randomly selected from among those that Glaze had found to be of 93% association value (Hilgard, 1951, p. 541) . These syllables were: KAF, PTJE, HEM, PAV, LEC, NOM,
LOY, YAC, FIV, TIE, MUR, and LUN.
Introduction to Experimental Sessions
Two months after the original learning, the students were informed by the instructor that in order to fulfill the course requirements, they would participate in an experiment. They were further told that: by participating in the experiment they would increase their understanding of psychology and what it is like to be a subject in a psychological investigation; the experiment would begin the following day; it would be conducted by a former instructor at the college (D. S. Calverley) ; some subjects would be hypnotized and others would serve in a control group and would not be hypnotized; the experiment would be explained to them after it was completed; and, during the 10-day period the experiment was in progress, they were not to discuss it with each other. The instructor concluded by carefully explaining to the class why the experiment would be "ruined" if the students talked about it. (At the end of each subject's test-session, the subject was again admonished, this time by the experimenter, not to "ruin the experiment" by discussing it with the other students. Each subject stated that he understood the importance of this admonition and promised to adhere to it.)
Experimental Treatments
On each of the 10 experimental days, one subject was tested from each experimental group. Each subject was tested individually by one experimenter (DSC) under one of three Experimental Treatments, and also under one of three Conditions of Recall, as illustrated in Table 1 . The three experimental treatments were as follows:
Hypnotic induction, eyes closed. Subjects allocated to Groups 1, 2, and 3 were first told:
"You have been assigned to the hypnosis group and you will be deeply hypnotized. The instructions for this experiment are on this recording. Listen carefully to the recording and follow the instructions."
A standardized 10-minute hypnotic induction procedure was then administered by a tape recording of the experimenter's voice. This induction procedure, which was patterned closely after the hypnotic procedures of Marcuse (1959, pp. 52-53) and Weitzenhoffer and Hilgard (1959, pp. 13-18) , included instructions designed to produce positive rapport and positive motivation to perform well in the hypnotic situation, suggestions of eye-heaviness and eye-closure, repeated suggestions of relaxation, drowsiness, and sleep, suggestions that the subject was entering a deep hypnotic trance, and suggestions that he would now be able to respond easily to further suggestions. 8 Upon completion of the hypnotic induction procedure, Groups 1, 2, and 3 were told "Keep your eyes closed" and were then tested immediately for recall of the previously learned syllables under one of three Conditions of Recall, as described subsequently.
No induction, eyes closed. Subjects allocated to Groups 4, S, and 6 were told to keep their eyes closed during the experiment but were not exposed to a hypnotic induction. Instructions for these groups were:
You have been assigned to the waking control group and you will not be hypnotized. The instructions for this experiment are on this recording. I want you to close your eyes and to keep them closed during the experiment. Now close your eyes and keep them closed and listen carefully to the recording and follow the instructions.
Groups 4, 5, and 6 were then tested immediately for recall of the previously learned syllables under one of three Conditions of Recall.
No induction, eyes open. Subjects assigned to Groups 1, 8, and 9 were not exposed to a hypnotic induction and were not asked to close their eyes. Instructions were:
You have been assigned to the waking control group and you will not be hypnotized. The instructions for this experiment are on this recording. Listen carefully to the recording and follow the instructions.
Groups 7, 8, and 9 were then tested immediately under one of three Conditions of Recall, as described next.
Conditions of Recall
Recall without suggestions. Group 1 (Hypnotic induction, eyes closed), Group 4 (No induction, eyes closed), and Group 7 (No induction, eyes open) were asked to recall the previously learned material without receiving motivational suggestions or suggestions to regress. The instructions, which were administered by a tape recording, were:
Now I want you to listen very carefully to what I say. At the beginning of the semester, during the first week in October, Mr. Ryan showed you a large card with nonsense syllables on it and he asked you to learn the nonsense syllables. Now, during the next 3 minutes, I want you to recall as many of the nonsense syllables as you can. Spell out the nonsense syllables aloud, one by one. Start now.
The subjects were given 3 minutes for recall. Recall with, motivational suggestions. Subjects in Group 2 (Hypnotic induction, eyes closed), Group S (No induction, eyes closed), and Group 8 (No induction, eyes open) were given 3 minutes to recall the nonsense syllables after receiving the following motivational suggestions for heightened recall by means of a tape recording:
Now I want you to listen very carefully to what I say. At the beginning of the semester, during the first week in October, Mr. Ryan showed you a large card with nonsense syllables on it and he asked you to learn the nonsense syllables. If you really try very hard to remember the nonsense syllables, you will be able to recall them. Even though you may feel that they are difficult to remember, you'll be surprised how many of them you will be able to recall if you really try hard to recall as many of the nonsense syllables as you can. Try very hard to recall them. Don't assume that you can't remember them. Other students were able to do surprisingly well on this test. You too can remember them very well if you really try. Now, during the next 3 minutes, I want you to recall as many of the nonsense syllables as you can. Spell out the nonsense syllables aloud, one by one. Start now.
Recall with regression suggestions. Subjects in Group 3 (Hypnotic induction, eyes closed), Group 6 (No induction, eyes closed), and Group 9 (No induction, eyes open) were given suggestions to regress to the time when they originally learned the nonsense syllables (2 months previously). The suggestions, given by means of a tape recording, were as follows:
Now I want you to listen very carefully to what I say. I want you to imagine vividly that you are going back in time to the beginning of the semester, during the first week in October, when Mr. Ryan showed you a large card with nonsense syllables on it and he asked you to learn the nonsense syllables. Time is now going backwards. The days are going backward. It is now November 10, 1964. The days are going backward. It is now November 1, 1964. You are going back in time. It is now October 20th. Time is going back. It is now the second week in October. You are going back in time. It is now the first week in October. It is the first week in October and you are in Mr. Ryan's class. Mr. Ryan has given you a list of nonsense syllables to learn. It is the first week in October, you are in Mr. Ryan's class, and you have just learned the nonsense syllables. Now answer these questions aloud. Answer these questions aloud, clearly, and distinctly.
In whose class are you? (10-second pause) What is the month and the week? (10-second pause)
What have you just learned? (10-second pause) Now spell out the nonsense syllables that you have just learned. During the next 3 minutes spell out aloud each of the nonsense syllables that you have learned. Spell them out aloud one by one. Start now.
Immediately following the 3-minute recall period, Groups 3, 6, and 9 were told: "Now you are back to the present. You are now back to the present."
Assessment of Hypnotic Subjects' Response to Barber Suggestibility Scale
Upon completing the above, subjects in Groups 4-9 (No induction) were told that the experiment was over. Subjects in Groups 1-3 (Hypnotic induction) were given additional suggestions of relaxation, drowsiness, and sleep for 2 minutes, then assessed on response to the Barber Suggestibility Scale (Barber, 196Sc; Barber & Calverley, 1963; Barber, Karacan, & Calverley, 1964) and, finally, told that the experiment was over.
Postexperimental Subjective Reports (Imagined, Felt, and Believed) Immediately after it was stated that the experiment was over, all 90 subjects were given a 3-item dittoed questionnaire to answer, which was worded as follows:
Please answer the following questions by placing a check mark (V) next to the appropriate answer.
1. During the experiment, when you were asked to recall the nonsense syllables, to what extent did you imagine that it was the first week in October, that you were in Mr. Ryan's class, and that you had just learned the nonsense syllables:
-I thoroughly imagined this. -I imagined this to a great extent. -I imagined this to some extent. -I did not imagine this.
Item 2 was identical with Item 1 with the exception that the word feel (or felt) was substituted for the word imagine (or imagined).
Item 3 was also identical with Item 1 with the exception that the word believed was substituted for the word imagined.
Each of the three items (imagined, felt, and believed) was scored as follows: Weights of 3, 2, 1, and 0 were assigned to A, B, C, and D answers, respectively.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
First the authors shall present the results pertaining to the primary question posed in this experiment, namely, what were the effects on recall of the two major independent variables (Experimental Treatments and Conditions of Recall)? Next, we shall turn to three supplementary questions: (a) Were suggestions to regress effective in producing regression as indicated by subjects' answers to questions concerning where they were in place and time and what they were doing? (b) What were the effects of the independent variables on postexperimental subjective reports? (c) With respect to Groups 1-3, did the better hypnotic subjects (those obtaining higher scores on the Barber Suggestibility Scale) differ from the poorer hypnotic subjects in recall, in degree of regression, or in postexperimental subjective reports?
Effects of Independent Variables on Recall
Each of the nonsense syllables proffered by the subject during the experimental session was scored as correct if it was the same as one of the nonsense syllables that the subject had written down during the original learning session 2 months previously. The mean recall scores (average number of correct nonsense syllables) for each experimental group are presented in Table 1 together with an analysis of variance of the scores. This table shows that all experimental groups correctly recalled an average of less than one nonsense syllable. The number of syllables correctly recalled did not differ significantly among (a) subjects who had received a hypnotic induction and whose eyes were closed, (b) subjects who had not received an induction and whose eyes were closed, and (c) sub- A series of additional statistical analyses were also performed on the Recall scores. These included the following:
1. Two analyses of covariance of the scores presented in Table 1 . In the first covariance analysis, the covariate was the total number of syllables that the subject had written down during the original learning session 2 months previously. In the second covariance analysis, the covariate was the number of syllables that the subject had recalled correctly during the original learning session.
2. An analysis of variance and two analyses of Covariance of the number of nonsense syllables given by the subjects during the experimental session which were either correct or two-thirds correct. In these analyses, a syllable received a score of 1 if at least 2 of the 3 letters were identical with and in the same positions as the letters in one of the syllables recalled by the subject during the original learning session. (In the covariance analyses, the covariates were the same as in Paragraph 1 of this footnote.)
These analyses yielded the same results as the analysis presented in the body of this paper. That is, the main effects and the interaction of the independent variables did not significantly affect recall of the previously learned material. These nonsignificant effects reflected the fact that, irrespective of the scoring method that was used, the overwhelming majority of subjects gave no more than two correct syllables and the few subjects that scored above 2 were distributed more or less evenly over the nine experimental groups.
To ascertain whether the independent variables affected the degree to which the subjects tried to give nonsense syllables (Attempt scores), an additional analysis of variance was performed on the total number of nonsense syllables elicited from the subThese results are in harmony with recent experiments presented by Lyon-James (1957) and by Leonard (1963) . In the Lyon-James experiment, 12 selected, good hypnotic subjects were assessed for recall of meaningful material under hypnotic conditions, and an additional 12 selected, good hypnotic subjects were assessed for recall under waking conditions, with motivational suggestions for high recall given under both conditions. The tests for recall were given immediately after the subjects had learned the material, after 3 weeks, and again after 9 weeks. The hypnotic and waking groups did not differ significantly in either immediate or delayed recall of the material. In the Leonard experiment, five highly selected, good hypnotic subjects who were regressed to the time when they had originally learned a list of paired associates (2 weeks previously) did not relearn the associates more proficiently than 10 unselected nonhypnotic subjects who were not given suggestions to regress to the time of original learning.
The results obtained in our experiment, and in the recent experiments of Lyon-James and of Leonard, do not exclude the possibility that hypnotic induction, or eyes closed, or motivational suggestions, or regression suggestions, or some combinations of these variables may at times facilitate recall. As noted in the introduction to the present paper, several studies Rosenthal, 1944; White et al., 1940) found that recall was at times facilitated by motivational suggestions or regression suggestions given subsequent to a hypnotic induction procedure. The latter studies differed from each other, and also from our study and from the studies of LyonJames and of Leonard, in the methods used to select subjects, in the wording of instructions and suggestions, and in many other methodological aspects. Clearly, further research is needed to determine which of the many procedural differences among these investigations were important and which were extraneous in producing both the positive and the negative results. Future studies, howjects during the 3-minute experimental recall period, irrespective of whether the syllables were correct or incorrect. This analysis also yielded nonsignificant F ratios. ever, should take into consideration the experimental controls discussed in the methodological introduction to the present paper. For instance, since there is evidence to indicate that experimenters may bias the outcome by varying the tone of voice in which they administer suggestions to "hypnotized" and "awake" subjects (Barber & Calverley, 1964b; Troffer & Tart, 1964) , further research should consider controlling experimenter bias in the same way as in the present experiment, namely, by using a tape recording to administer instructions and suggestions.
Effectiveness of Suggestions to Regress
Group 3 (Hypnotic induction, eyes closed), Group 6 (No induction, eyes closed), and Group 9 (No induction, eyes open) were given suggestions to regress to the time (2 months previously) when they had originally learned the nonsense syllables. Following the suggestions to regress, the subjects in these groups were asked three questions: (a) In whose class are you?; (b) What is the month and the week?; and (c) What have you just learned? These questions provided three interrelated criteria for regression, as follows: In reply to the first, second, and third questions, respectively, the subject who is regressed states that (a) he is in Mr. Ryan's class, (b) it is the first week in October, and (c) he has just learned a list of nonsense syllables. Were the suggestions to regress effective in producing regression as indicated by these criteria? Table 2 presents the pertinent data. The final column in this table shows that 100%, 60%, and 80% of the subjects in Groups 3, 6, and 9, respectively, answered each of the three questions as if they were regressed. A chisquare test showed that the differences between the groups in the number of subjects passing each of the three criteria for regression fell short of significance at the 5% level of confidence. The import of these experimental results is as follows:
1. Sixty percent and 80% of the subjects in the two groups that did not receive a hypnotic induction met each of the three criteria for regression (Table 2 , final column). This outcome, indicating that suggestions to regress are effective in producing regression in the majority of "waking" subjects, does not contradict any previous study known to us. Although in several previous studies nonhypnotic subjects were asked to simulate or to pretend they were regressed, in no prior investigations were nonhypnotic subjects given the same suggestions to regress as were given to the hypnotic subjects (see Barber, 1961 Barber, , 1962b , for a review of the literature).
2. It needs to be emphasized that all prior experiments failed to give regression suggestions to nonhypnotic subjects and, further, that all prior experiments included, among the criteria for regression, statements from the hypnotic subjects that they were in another place and at a previous time. Clearly, no conclusions concerning the effectiveness of hypnotic induction (or "hypnosis") in producing acceptance of suggestions to regress can be drawn from any previous experiment until it is replicated with the addition of a nonhypnotic group that is given identical suggestions to regress and is assessed on the same criteria for regression as the hypnotic group.
3. There was a strong trend in the present experiment for regression suggestions to be more effective with subjects who had received a hypnotic induction. This trend could have been produced by any one or a combination of the many variables that were included in the hypnotic induction procedure, for instance, by denning the situation to the subject explicitly as "hypnosis" and implicitly as a situation in which high response to suggestions was expected, or by suggesting to the subject that he would find it easy to respond to further suggestions (cf. Barber, 1965b; Barber & Calverley, 1964c) . Further studies are needed to determine whether, with larger subject samples, suggestions to regress are significantly more effective when given with, rather than without a preceding hypnotic induction. If a significant effect is found, further research would then be necessary to ascertain which of the many variables included in a hypnotic induction procedure are instrumental and which extraneous to producing the effect.
An additional question needs to be asked with respect to the present experiment, namely, was regression related to recall? To answer this question, product-moment correlations were computed separately for Groups 3, 6, and 9 between their Recall scores and their Regression scores. (The Regression scores were computed by assigning 1 point for each of the three questions-for example, What is the month and the week?-that the subject answered in the regressed manner.) The correlations were .00, -.68 (p<.0$), and .22, respectively, for Groups 3, 6, and 9. These coefficients indicate that, with respect to Groups 3 and 9, Regression scores were not related to Recall scores and that, with respect to Group 6, the more the subjects met criteria for regression, the fewer the number of nonsense syllables they correctly recalled. Stated in more general terms, these correlations indicate that subjects who meet criteria for regression, that is, who state that it is now a previous time, do not manifest enhanced recall for material they had learned at the previous time.
Postexperimental Subjective Reports
After it was stated that the experiment was over, all subjects were given a questionnaire to answer concerning the extent to which, when they were recalling the nonsense syllables during the experiment, they had (a) imagined, (b) felt, and (c) believed that they were back at the time when they had originally learned the syllables. It was expected that subjects given suggestions to regress would score markedly higher on each of these three questions than subjects not given such suggestions. The mean scores on the three postexperimental questions, together with analyses of variance of the scores, are presented in Table 3 . This table shows that, contrary to expectation, as many subjects who were not given suggestions to regress as were, stated postexperimentally that, when they were recalling the syllables during the experi-ment, they had imagined, felt, and believed that they were back in Mr. Ryan's class, that it was the first week in October, and that they had just learned the nonsense syllables.
With respect to the Imagined item (Table  3 , first score in each cell), the majority of subjects in each of the nine experimental groups stated that, during the experimental recall period, they had imagined that they were back in the original learning situation either "to some extent" (scores of 1) or "to a great extent" (scores of 2). Sixteen subjects (18%) testified that they "thoroughly imagined" that they were in the original learning situation (scores of 3); these 16 subjects were distributed more or less evenly over the nine experimental groups.
With respect to the Felt item (Table 3 , scores in parentheses), subjects in most of the experimental groups stated on the average that they felt they were back in the original learning situation "to some extent" (scores of 1). With respect to the Believed item (Table  3 , scores in brackets), in each of the experimental groups, about as many subjects testified that they had not believed that they were back at the previous time (scores of zero) as stated that they had believed that they were back "to some extent" (scores of 1). Eleven percent and 10% of the subjects, respectively, stated that they had "thoroughly felt" and "thoroughly believed" that they were back in the original learning situation; these subjects were scattered more or less equally over the nine experimental groups.
Unstructured interviews conducted with the subjects after they had answered the PostExperimental Subjective Reports questionnaire provided a tentative explanation for these surprising results. The interview data indicated that, when attempting to recall the nonsense syllables during the experiment, most subjects in each of the nine experimental groups tried to place themselves in imagination in the original learning situation, that is, they tried to visualize the instructor, the list of nonsense syllables, and themselves learning and writing down the list. Since the subjects had typically attempted to enhance their experimental recollection of the syllables by trying to place themselves in fantasy in the original learning class, they were able to testify postexperimentally, more or less truthfully, that, during the experiment, they had to some degree imagined, felt, or believed that they were back in the original learning situation.
Three additional statements should be made with respect to the imagined, felt, and believed items which comprised the Post-Experimental Subjective Reports questionnaire:
1. These items were significantly intercorrelated, but the correlations were not as high as one might expect. The overall productmoment correlations were .47, .39, and .65, respectively, between imagined and felt, imagined and believed, and felt and believed.
2. Whether or not the subjects stated postexperimentally that, when recalling the syllables, they had imagined, felt, or believed that they were back in the original learning situation, was not related to the number of syllables that they had correctly recalled. The overall correlations between the Recall scores and the imagined, felt, and believed items were .07, -.05, and .13, respectively.
3. The degree to which the subjects in Groups 3, 6, and 9 met criteria for regression during the experiment was not related to their postexperimental testimony. The product-moment correlations between the Regression scores and the imagined, felt, and believed items of the Post-Experimental questionnaire were in no case significantly different from zero.
The discrepancies between the Regression scores and the scores on the Post-Experimental Subjective Reports questionnaire merit further comment. The reader will recall that all subjects in Group 3, 60% in Group 6, and 80% in Group 9 answered each of the three questions asked during the experimental regression period (for example, What is the month and the week?) as if they were regressed, that is, as if they were back in the original learning class. However, a far smaller percentage of subjects in each of these groups testified postexperimentally that, during the experimental recall period, they had "thoroughly" imagined, felt, or believed that they were back in the original learning situation. The discrepancies between the subjects' experimental and postexperimental statements may be due to various factors, such as (a) the questions asked during the experimental regression period were not worded in the same way as the questions asked postexperimentally, and (b) the experimental regression questions were answered orally whereas the postexperimental questions were answered by writing. Although these and other factors may have played a role, it seems that the most important factor in producing the differences in the experimental and postexperimental reports was as follows: The questions asked during the experimental regression period followed immediately upon repeated emphatic suggestions that the subject was in the original learning situation, for example, ". . . It is the first week in October, you are in Mr. Ryan's class . . . you have just learned the nonsense syllables. . . ." These suggestions carried the strong connotation that if the subject were to state that it was not the first week in October, that he was not in Mr. Ryan's class, etc., then he would be behaving in a negativistic manner characteristic of "poor" subjects, and he would be subverting the experiment and disappointing the experimenter. In contrast, the postexperimental questions were answered after it was stated that the experiment was over and without any explicit suggestions as to how the subject was to answer. Whatever suggestive factors were present in the postexperimental period were thus far less obvious, and presumably far less potent, than the explicit, direct, suggestive influence that was exerted during the experimental regression period.
The results obtained with the Post-Experimental Subjective Reports questionnaire raise a serious question pertaining to previous studies concerned with "hypnotic age regression." Prior studies usually included among the criteria for regression the hypnotic subject's postexperimental testimony that, during the experiment, he felt or believed that he had returned to an earlier chronological age. However, nonhypnotic subjects were never asked postexperimentally if, during the experiment, they too had felt or believed that they had returned to a previous age (see Barber, 1962b , for a review of this literature). The results of the present investigation strongly indicate that no conclusions concerning the effectiveness of hypnotic induction (or "hypnosis") in producing age regression can be deduced from any previous experiment in this area until the experiment has been replicated with the addition of a nonhypnotic control group. Subjects in the control group should be instructed to recall events from a previous time and should be asked postexperimentally whether, when recalling the events, they had felt or believed that they were back in the previous time. If subjects are assigned at random to hypnotic and nonhypnotic groups, investigators may be surprised to find that waking control subjects who did not receive suggestions to regress give postexperimental subjective reports which are very similar to those given by hypnotic subjects who received regression suggestions.
Differences in Performance of "Good" and "Poor" Hypnotic Subjects
At the close of the experiment, the subjects who had been exposed to a hypnotic induction (Groups 1, 2, and 3) were given additional suggestions of relaxation, drowsiness, and sleep and then were assessed on response to the Barber Suggestibility Scale (BSS). In accordance with previously established norms (Barber, 196Sc) , subjects obtaining Objective scores of 0-2, 2-4, 4-6, and 6-8 on the BSS were classified as poor, fair, good, and excellent hypnotic subjects, respectively. Two-thirds of the hypnotic subjects were rated as either excellent or good. Specifically, of the 30 subjects in the three hypnotic groups, 4 (13%) were rated as poor, 6 (20%) as fair, 11 (37%) as good, and 9 (30%) as excellent.
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Was response to the BSS related to proficiency of recall of the nonsense syllables 6 Investigators who use the concept "depth of hypnosis" would most likely have categorized the excellent subjects as "deeply hypnotized," the good subjects as in "medium hypnosis," etc. When the construct "hypnotic depth" is used in this manner, however, it says no more than that subjects who had received a hypnotic induction procedure showed a certain degree of suggestibility and it fails to take into account the possibility that the subjects may have shown the same degree of suggestibility without a hypnotic induction (Barber, 1964; Barber & Calverley, 1965) .
(Recall scores) or to the imagined, felt, or believed items that comprised the Post-Experimental Subjective Reports questionnaire? To answer this question, Pearsonian correlations were computed separately for Groups 1, 2, and 3 between scores on the BSS and Recall scores and between scores on the BSS and scores on the imagined, felt, and believed items. None of the correlations between the BSS and Recall scores were significantly different from zero. However, response to the BSS was consistently related to response to the imagined, felt, and believed items. Overall, scores on the BSS were correlated .36 with the imagined item, .54 with the felt item, and .57 with the believed item (ps < .05).
With respect to the hypnotic group that had received suggestions to regress (Group 3), there was no relationship (r = .00) between scores on the BSS and Regression scores.
In summary, these results indicate that: (a) The better hypnotic subjects (those obtaining higher scores on the BSS) did not recall more of the nonsense syllables than the poorer hypnotic subjects, (b) The better hypnotic subjects did not differ from the others in response to suggestions to regress. (Irrespective of their scores on the BSS, all hypnotic subjects in Group 3 who received regression suggestions responded to questions [e.g., "What is the month and the week?"] as if they were regressed.) (c) The better hypnotic subjects more often than the poorer subjects testified postexperimentally that, during the experimental recall period, they had imagined, felt, and believed that they were back in the original learning situation. 
